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Introduction 
The purpose of this research is to identify whether the way in which 
nonprofit dance companies are structured affects a director’s ability to 
produce the art for which they exist and manage the administrative 
demands, specifically fundraising. Does the way dance companies are 
structured impinge on an artist’s time and ability to develop work? 
This thesis reviews the historical structure of dance companies and the 
present mode of operations for most dance companies. I will be exploring 
the structure of these dance companies and the division of artistic and 
administrative responsibilities. Who does what?  How much time is spent 
doing each?   A specific observation of directors of small dance companies in 
Philadelphia provides information on how directors are raising money, what 
that requires in terms of time, resources and how much time is left to 
produce dance works. The interest in conducting this research is to identify 
the current state of small nonprofit dance companies and the factors 
contributing to that particular state, in particular the way dance companies 
are structured as nonprofits.  
Most arts and culture organizations, including dance companies, are 
 4 
structured to operate using the 501c(3) nonprofit business modeli. This 
model gives organizations and individuals’ exemption (IRS, 2009) from 
federal taxes on contributed monies. Individuals and corporate donors are 
more likely to support organizations with 501(c)(3) status because their 
donations can be tax deductible. Recognition of exemption under section 
501(c)(3) of the IRC assures foundations and other grant-awarding 
institutions that they are issuing grants or sponsorships to permitted 
beneficiaries. (IRS, 2009) Different than fee-for-service companies, most 
artists and nonprofit arts organizations do not exist to generate profit, but 
instead to create art.  There are no stakeholders or individual owners of 
nonprofits. Instead, artists and nonprofit arts organizations are mission and 
vision-driven; they exist to serve a range of audiences using the arts as their 
vehicle. So, how do artists produce this art and survive as organizations 
without generating revenue and having stockholders? The answer is 
fundraising.  
Using this structure, both arts organizations and individuals need to 
spend time writing grant proposals, preparing marketing and capital 
campaigns, as well as managing funder/donator relationships. Fundraising 
rests at the core of the 501c(3) nonprofit business model, which was created 
to allow organizations to generate financial support from individuals’ 
donations, and foundation/grants (governmental and private), so that the 
artist’s focus can remain centered on the art.  
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 This research examines the nonprofit business model as it relates to 
small dance companies in Philadelphia, the structure of those organizations 
and how that structure may forecast the success or failure of small, 
nonprofit dance companies.  In the past, this model was ideal for dance 
companies, but does this model still allow room for both creativity and 
sustainability?  Does the core of the nonprofit business model (fundraising), 
impinge on an artist’s time to develop work? Important research is needed 
for small dance organizations. Can dance companies sustain themselves with 
this structure? 
 Sustainability for directors of small dance organizations is a consistent 
concern of funders and supporters.  Funders want to support companies and 
individuals who exhibit growth potential, showing they will be a successful 
business for years to come.  However there seems to be a quiet trend of 
small, nonprofit dance companies dissolving while simultaneously, new 
companies are forming.  
Importance of the Research  
This research is important first and foremost, to me, because as both 
the artistic director and administrative director for a small dance company I 
faced many challenges meeting demands of both. I found that I had less and 
less time to create and manage the art, while more time was needed for the 
administrative tasks. The demands of grant writing alone were becoming 
overwhelming. I found that once on the funding circuit in the Philadelphia 
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dance community there were many more financial opportunities that went 
hand and hand with administrative responsibilities. Getting more funding 
meant more work writing the grant, developing funder relationships and 
many tasks outside of the actual creation of the art. I found myself spending 
the bulk of my time doing administrative work and struggling to create the 
dance work I was being funded to create and cultivate. I am interested in 
how directors of other small dance companies manage the administrative 
and artistic responsibilities. There is extensive research being done on 
Philadelphia’s arts organization by the Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance 
that emphasizes arts and culture as economic assets to the community. 
However, I want to take a microscopic look at a segment of the Philadelphia 
arts community- specifically small dance nonprofits- because very little 
information exists on these types of organizations.  
 Keeping small dance companies thriving is essential for continuous 
artistic growth in the Philadelphia dance community. In the article, “Where 
Do Small Organizations Fit?” by The Libration People (2000) the importance 
of small organizations is explained.  
“Small arts groups truly are a vital part of our community.  Where 
large organizations fail to reach, the work of the smaller organizations 
begin.  Bound by large budgets, grants, and boards of directors, large 
operations often pass up new, innovative works for more popular 
‘crowd-pleasers’ in order to reach larger audiences.  Constituencies 
uninterested in mainstream works are forgotten in this process.  
Operating within a very focused mission, small non-profits can offer 
culturally diverse material for audiences who are often over-looked. 
Small arts groups take risks in order to reach these people and provide 
them with the cultural stimulation that they want and deserve.”  
 7 
 
Small organizations provide a place to nurture new artists and present new 
and exciting work. They are the pulse to many small communities.  
Philadelphia specifically is a great example with many sub-communities 
existing within larger ones, and thus small organizations sustain and support 
the talent in city. 
Goals of research 
 Most of the research data available is based on national dance 
companies and dance companies of large budget size. Large and small dance 
companies face many of the same challenges like audience decline, funding 
decline, and increase in expenses; however, the way these challenges are 
met varies drastically based on the size.  Larger companies tend to have 
more resources and funding support to meet ongoing challenges where 
smaller companies often merge or close these doors because they often do 
not have resources to meet those challenges.  The research I have 
conducted focuses on the challenges of small dance companies in 
Philadelphia.  I plan to share the findings from this research with the 
Philadelphia dance community in hopes of filling the void due to lack of 
information. I hope to contribute to past and present research in my field 
and to provide shared experiences, challenges, and solutions of dance 
companies to the Philadelphia dance community.   
Literature Review  
 This literature review attempts to identify the key research that 
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addresses questions surrounding the emergence of the dance company, the 
“dance boom,” the typical structure of dance companies, and historical and 
current climate of nonprofit funding trends for dance.  Mostly national data, 
the literature review looks at the history of dance companies, nonprofit 
business models, and key funding agencies of dance and changes of dance 
companies over the years. Very little data on small dance companies exists, 
however there is data on large dance companies, albeit mostly national and 
still limited. The literature also provides information on the nonprofit 
business model and its benefits as it is defined by the Internal Revenue 
Service and the Nonprofit Finance Fund, exploring the core of the nonprofit 
model: fundraising.  
History of the dance company 
 Taking a look at the history of how dance companies were formed and 
supported financially helps give insight on the current status and structure of 
dance companies. According to researcher Leila Sussmann (1984), there 
was no census statistics on dance companies before 1977. The only source 
of data at that time was a directory called the Dance Magazine Annual. 
Started in 1958, it was a directory that listed registered solo performers, 
dance companies and their contact information for booking purposes. The 
Dance Magazine Annualii and the census documentation taken in 1977 
provided evidence of extensive growth of dance companies in an era that 
was named the dance boom. 
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 In the article “Anatomy of the Dance Company Boom”, Sussmann 
(1984), provided explanations and definitions of the term, dance boom. It is 
a term that describes the growth of both large and small dance companies 
between the years 1958 and 1980. According to Sussmann (1984), “A dance 
boom can refer to many things. It can mean rapid growth in the size of the 
dance audience; in the number of dance companies; in the amount of 
amateur participation in the art; in the number of dance performances; and 
so on…” 
  For purposes of this study we are focusing on the information 
Sussmann provides in reference to the growth of dance companies during 
that era and the structure of these companies. “During the 1960's and 
1970's” and continued up to the early 1980’s...New dance companies and 
choreographers came into being at frightening speed (Munger, 2001).  
THE DANCE BOOM 
 According to researcher Thomas. M. Smith (2003), the explosive 
growth of dance was like no other form of performing arts. Smith states the 
increase of dance companies was due to 3 main factors: 
1. Audience growth 
2. The abundance of new governmental funding available at the federal, 
state and local levels.  
3. The National Endowment for the Arts’ “Dance on Tour Program” in the 
1970’s, increases in grant awarding for dance companies (specifically 
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modern dance) exploded.  
By the 1980s, a system of support for dance companies and choreographers 
was in place (Smith p.2). 
Table 1 
The Number of Dance Companies Listed in the Annual by Year 1958-80 (large and small) 
YEAR TOTAL NUMBER  
OF DANCE COMPANIES 
% Increase during the 1960's and 1970's by 5 year 
periods 
1958 55  
1959 59  
1960 78  
1961 77 
}146% increase 
1962 158 
1963 176 
1964 219 
1965 249 
}60% increase 
1966, ‘67 327 
1968 372 
1969 368 
1970 413 
}146% increase 
1971 413 
1972 415 
1973 472 
1974 414 
1975 468 
}146% increase 
1976 512 
1977 551 
1978 557 
1979 578 
1980 615 
Total =1338  
Table: Sussmann (1984) 
The Small Dance Company 
 During the growth of dance companies during the dance boom there 
was a decline in certain types of dance companies. Sussmann (1984) 
reports,  
“the size distribution of companies in types of dance shifted in the 
direction of smaller companies. The percentage of modern dance 
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groups, which had fewer than five members, tripled between 1968 and 
1978 while the percentage with more than ten members declined. 
Similarly, the percentage of ballet companies with more than twenty 
members went down. In the case of modern dance, the shift to small 
companies was only relative. The absolute number of companies in 
every size category increased, even while small companies were 
increasing at a faster rate than large ones…” (Sussmann 1984) 
 
 In Sussmann’s research it states that intentionally the NEA, favored 
small dance companies over large ones… “In (1977) the NEA dance touring 
program: three larger dance companies received grants totaling $1 million, 
far below the $2 million given to the small companies and approximately 
$2.5 was awarded large companies in ballet and modern. In 1977 federal 
funds in dance were close to an astonishing $6 million.” (Sussmann, 1984, 
p.26)  
 During the dance boom, companies continued to grow. Small 
companies turned into larger organizations and the NEA grants supporting 
those companies continued to grow. The amounts awarded became larger 
supporting home seasons in addition to company tours. “This support of 
dance companies by the NEA also attracted more private donors. A 
significant amount of revenue generated by dance companies in this era was 
from touring” (Smith, p.2 2003).   
The dance boom time created a system of support for dance 
companies. First the support of the NEA was about nurturing.  At the 
beginning of their careers individual choreographers received fellowships 
from NEA based on their talent and to support their future development 
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(develop their company). Then as companies grew, they received larger NEA 
grants to perform and support touring.  Finally a network of presenters 
booked and hosted those same companies that were granted the larger NEA 
grants.  This system support by NEA funding developed dance artists in 
every stage of their career (Smith, 2003). 
 During the dance boom, the exceptional support from the NEA was the 
catalyst for the emergence of extraordinary dancers and choreographers 
like, Gregory Hines, Martha Graham, Mikhail Baryshnikov, Twyla Tharp, Jose 
Limon, and Alvin Ailey These groups of choreographers had and still have a 
significant role in dance. Many still have large arts organizations that still 
exist. Their work is studied and taught in universities and dance schools 
around the world. They are pioneers in the international dance community 
(Munger p.2, 2001). 
 The dance boom was a time of significant growth for the field of dance 
but the growth of revenue generated by dance companies did not match the 
boom of companies. “The number of live performing arts nonprofit 
organizations has grown significantly but their average revenue had not” 
(McCarthy, 2001).  
 To illustrate the rate of growth for dance, McCarthy (2001), compares 
the growth of the for-profit sector with the not for-profit sector.  
• “The number of for-profit performers expanded by 44 percent from 
1985 continued over a 15-year period  (an annual average increase of 
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3 percent), while the number of nonprofit performers increased 
approximately twice as fast with an annual average increase of 6 
percent.”  
• The average revenue of for-profits measured in 1992 dollars grew by 
13 percent (an annual average increase of less than 1 percent), while 
average real revenues of nonprofits actually fell by 7 percent (an 
annual average decline of 0.5 percent) (McCarthy, 2001).  
The rate of revenue growth never matched the rate of dancer and dance 
company growth, which created a strong dependence on fundraising, the 
core of the nonprofit model. 
The Nonprofit Model 
 Munger (2001) explains that the model of most dance companies is to 
be “not-for-profit” organizations. Nonprofit dance companies have exemption 
from corporate income tax under section 501(c)(3) of the United States tax 
code which allows companies to receive donations, grants, and sponsorships 
free of federal taxation. The phrase “not-for-profit” really means just that no 
single person or persons can own the company, not even the founding 
artistic director. There can’t be any stockholders. And if the company 
decides to go out of business, it’s not allowed to split up whatever is left 
among the dancers and employees. Once the company becomes a 501c(3) 
not-for-profit corporation it really belongs to the community (Munger 2001). 
Figure 1 below shows the typical structure of a nonprofit organization.
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 Figure 1 (Cherbo 2000, p. 206) 
 In smaller dance companies it is common for the artistic director to 
serve as the executive and administrative staff or serve on the board of 
directors (Cherbo 2000). 
 In Smith’s research he notes that the actual existence of the nonprofit 
model for dance companies came out of the relatively short “dance boom” 
era.  He finds companies created during the boom and almost all dance 
artists and companies that followed emulated the same model for the 
structure of a dance company. Although funding from NEA was declining, 
dance companies formed after the boom were still highly dependent on NEA 
support (Smith 2003).  
 Smith explains it:  
 “This model was based on the assumption that dance would 
remain a staple of arts presenter programming; that financial subsidy 
would continue to make national touring economically feasible; that 
Choreographer’s Fellowships (NEA grant) would be available to fund 
the beginning explorations of emerging choreographers; and that 
significant funds, both public and private, would encourage the 
Board of Directors 
Executive/Company Director 
Artistic Officer 
Artistic Talent 
Administrative Officer 
Administrative Staff 
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establishment of nonprofit dance companies able to support dancers, 
choreographers, administrators, and technical personnel” (Smith 
2003).  
 
Dance companies never prepared for self-dependence, the changes in the 
market, the social and political changes, and the deaths of major dance 
figures. 
Funding 1990-Current 
After the boom…the decline of funding 
 The dance boom era of dance growth was replaced by more 
challenging times.  In the 1990’s, funding of and support for the arts and 
dance was hit hard. There were many things happening in the American 
culture that all collided in the arts world sending it into a downward spiral 
that is still felt today. The AIDS epidemic hit, over-saturation of dance 
companies in the market, Reaganomics, and the NEA’s swift change in 
direction   (Smith, 2003). 
NEA Funding Cuts 
 The NEA funding was key in the dance boom, but was also key in the 
sharp decline of many professional dance companies. In the 1990’s, many of 
the NEA programs were being revamped or eliminated.  For dance 
specifically, the NEA Dance on Tour program was eliminated. The NEA Dance 
on Tour program had supported so many of the dance companies brought in 
to existence during the dance boom (Smith, 2003).  The NEA began to face 
huge problems after awarding $30,000 to mount ‘The Perfect Moment’, a 
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controversial photography exhibit by the artist Robert Mapplethorpe.  The 
NEA came under fire by right-wing supportersiii.  “Robert Mapplethorpe is 
now widely known as one of a pair of artists, along with Andres Serrano, 
who catapulted the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) into the crisis 
that is widely referred to as the culture wars of the arts”iv (Kidd 2003). The 
NEA was faced with tremendous pressure from different political factions. It 
went through a process of restructuring, and as a result it began to fund 
work deemed more conservative. The entire NEA was restructured, the 
budgets were cut and the NEA had a completely different funding agenda. 
The NEA funded less projects, bigger companies with more organizational 
stability and companies that produced safe, traditional works, or the 
standards.  The NEA support for dance declined steadily hitting its high 
between 1988-1995 at an average of $5.7 million in total assets devoted to 
dance and diminishing to 2.7 million by 1996 (Smith 2003).  
Reaganomics Cuts 
 “In February 1981 Reagan presented the Economic Tax Recovery 
Act to Congress, calling for massive personal and corporate tax cuts, 
reductions in government spending, and a balanced budget. The 
program was based on supply side economics: Tax cuts, in theory, 
would allow people either to spend more on goods and services, thus 
giving the economy a boost, or to invest in businesses, thus leading to 
economic growth. In an effort to balance the budget, Reagan proposed 
budget cuts in virtually every department of government  
While he cut back social programs, including school-lunch 
programs and payments for people with disabilities (and the arts), 
Reagan also advocated deregulation of certain industries in an effort to 
reduce the government's role in the economy. He also proposed such a 
massive military buildup that Pentagon spending would reach $34 
million an hour during his administration. 
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The United States was experiencing its worst recession since the 
Depression.  By November 1982, unemployment reached nine million, 
the highest rate since the Depression; 17,000 businesses failed, the 
second highest number since 1933; farmers lost their land; and many 
sick, elderly, and poor became homeless. Regan’s budget cuts, hurt 
the poor, and his tax cuts, favored the rich.” (Wolf, 2000)  
 
AIDS Epidemic 
 The HIV and AIDS epidemic devastated the artistic industry, and dance 
was hit hard.   
“The end of the dance boom coincided with the deaths of pioneer 
masters in modern dance and ballet, and the unforeseen 
nightmare of HIV/AIDS that would decimate the nation’s cultural 
landscape and rob the dance world of performers, 
choreographers, managers, critics, costume and set designers, 
and supporters. AIDS would also provide the subtext of loss, 
grief, rage, and physical vulnerability that underpins much of the 
choreography created during the last decade of the 20th century. 
The artistic consequences of the disease will play out for years to 
come…”  (Smith 2003). 
 
 
Current Funding 
 The NEA programs have changed dramatically but the NEA does still 
exist. They fund larger companies that do works considered to be traditional 
American works. For example, NEA now awards dance grants of three types: 
1. Reconstruction or restaging of works that are artistically, 
historically, and culturally significant. 
2. Touring grants created by reconstruction grant recipients and a 
limited number of other tours. 
3. University dance department grants to support the restaging, 
performance, and documentation of significant works to provide 
dance students with access to the rich, but often inaccessible, 
legacy of American dance history. 
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 The new NEA structure does not support new dance companies or 
emerging choreographer development, which is much different from the 
financial support for dance companies formed during the dance boom.  
Currently most dance companies generate support or income in three ways.   
1) Direct public grants awarded by the National Endowment for the 
Arts and by state and local arts agencies; 2) arts and culture subsidies 
from federal agencies other than the NEA; and 3) foundations/private 
donations, which make of the bulk of the contributed income. (Cowen, 
2004,)  
By in large the majority of today’s arts and culture funding comes from 
foundationsv. Namia Prevots (1999) explains the extent to which foundations 
support has become the support for arts organizations. “Foundations play a 
large role in funding arts. There were only 185 foundations in existence in 
1930’s, but due to changes in income and inheritance taxes foundations 
grew to about 41,000 by 1999.  According to the Fund Foundation, currently 
more than 1,300 of the largest U.S. private and community foundations 
increased overall foundation funding, but the fields of arts and culture and 
international affairs, development, and peace recorded modest reductions in 
grant dollars. Overall, grant dollars awarded by sampled foundations rose 
13.2 percent between 2006 and 2007. Out of a total $21,649,909 in dollars, 
150,392 grants awarded from foundations in 2007, Arts and Culture were 
awarded $2,293,719 in dollars, 21,527 in foundation grants, almost 10% of 
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the overall funding.1 No matter the small decline in foundation support, 
foundations are key and will be substantial in future growth and 
sustainability of arts organizations including dance (Foundation Center 
2009). 
Future Growth and Sustainably  
 McCarthy (2001) reports that growth of the performing arts can be 
tracked by the large number of new performance venues reported by the 
Association of Performing Arts Presenters membership, which indicates that 
the performing arts infrastructure is still growing rapidly. Many of these new 
venues were government-sponsored and were built with the expressed 
purpose of providing space for small arts groups to perform. Ironically, many 
small groups cannot perform there because the facilities were established as 
union houses. The rates to pay union workers are very high and 
unaffordable for most small dance companies thus leaving them outside of 
the very venues created for small dance companies. 
 Giving a less supportive prospect of growth, Munger (2001) examines 
the growth of the for-profit mind set filtering (or perhaps “influencing”) the 
funding process. 
 “The economy of dance in America has begun to resemble the general 
economy of the for-profit world in that the extremes of “top” and 
“bottom” have become increasingly polarized. Size, stability and name 
recognition matter more than they may have at other times. These 
                                   
1  A breakdown by arts discipline was not provided by the Foundation 
Center. 
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three terms are all relative, but the principle seems applicable in 
marketplaces of whatever size. The largest, most stable, most 
recognized dance companies in the nation, in a region, or in a city 
possess advantages greater than ever before in the nation, in that 
region or in that city. New companies, small companies and under-
capitalized companies who possess considerable managerial and 
artistic virtue may find it more challenging to establish themselves” 
(Munger 2001, p.16). 
 
He also says the loss of government funding is connected to the 
government’s disillusionment with the dance community. 
 “Government support for the arts has declined. This is both a 
symptom and a cause of pervasive skepticism about dance; especially 
dance as a valued national asset worthy of tax-dollar support and 
especially dance as a form of individual expression” (Munger 2001 p. 
16).  
 
 Researchers for Nonprofit Finance Fund (2002), find sustainability in 
small nonprofit organizations.  
“Notwithstanding the crises and challenges of small organizations, our 
experience has been that they are remarkably stable if they stay 
small.” … “They can develop remarkable programs and survive over 
time on a combination of luck, grit, passion—very good things! Their 
capital structures are simple, related, quite straightforwardly, to 
paying a small group of program people. Adding a program, a building 
or a large investment in technology, however, throws them out of 
balance and this in turn permanently changes their cost structure, 
their need for unrestricted cash, and the net results of their 
operations” (Fund, 2002). 
 
Literature Conclusion  
 Extensive amounts of data exists on large and medium sized 
performing arts organizations and even more specific, the research done by 
Smith and Munger show very thorough, comprehensive studies of dance 
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companies. However, smaller organizations are rarely covered in the 
research. The Nonprofit Finance Fund supports the theory that smaller 
organizations have sustainability if they continue to operate as a small 
organization, but then it goes on to discuss the nonprofit structures of large 
organizations.  
 The data about the challenges of directors of dance companies is very 
vague and not very comprehensive; in fact I found almost no data 
specifically addressing the conflict of artistic management and organizational 
management, specifically fundraising. This is noted as a problem for 
nonprofit agencies but completely missed in the research.  
 All but one of the research articles talks about dance companies as a 
whole and although it can be applied to the research, is not specific to small 
dance companies, let alone dance companies in Philadelphia.  
 I will conduct individual interviews with directors (former) of small 
dance companies to compile data on first hand experience of the challenges 
of artistic creation and organizational management.  
 
Philadelphia Study 
Methodology 
 
 To gain a more in-depth assessment of small Philadelphia dance 
companies and examine how artistic directors of small, dance companies in 
the city meet the financial demands of the organization while continually 
meeting the creative demands of a professional dance company, I 
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interviewed directors of 5 small dance companies in the Philadelphia.   
The interviews were all conducted in person with the same opened questions 
asked to all interviewees. Each interview lasted between 60-90 minutes and 
was digitally recorded.  
 Using this methodology was key for the study due to the lack of data 
available specifically on small dance companies in Philadelphia. Conducting 
personal interviews were necessary to truly investigate the challenges and 
experience of small dance company directors and help discover meaning and 
understanding of the challenges.  The research available on small dance 
companies is very general and unconnected to the actual population it is 
written about.  
 This method allows for a more personal experience and a first-hand 
account of the current state of the field. The personal stories and experience 
allow for an in-depth understanding of directors in managing small dance 
companies in Philadelphia and is not limited to close-ended responses of 
surveys.   
“Using qualitative research allows for complex textual descriptions of 
directors’ experiences in running small dance companies in the city.  It 
provides information about the human side of an issue – that is, the 
often-contradictory behaviors, beliefs, opinions, emotions, and 
relationships of individuals. This method is good for identifying 
intangible factors. Qualitative methods in exploratory research is that 
use of open-ended questions and probing gives participants the 
opportunity to respond in their own words, rather than forcing them to 
choose from fixed responses, as quantitative methods do. Open-ended 
questions have the ability to evoke responses that are: 
• meaningful and culturally salient to the participant 
• unanticipated by the researcher 
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• rich and explanatory in nature 
This method allows the researcher the flexibility to probe initial 
participant responses, to ask why or how.” (Strengths, 2008). 
 
Through interviews of these directors, my goal is to be an advocate for 
this population and a source of information for the field. 
 
There are limitations to this method.  
 
“The knowledge produced from the participants might not 
generalize to others in the selected population and making quantitative 
type predictions are difficult using this method. It might have lower 
credibility with some administrators depending on the participants and 
the perceived influence of the researcher.  It generally takes more 
time to collect the data when compared to quantitative research, and 
data analysis is often time consuming” (Strengths, 2008). 
 
Findings 
 Directors that manage nonprofit dance organizations find themselves 
having to complete the daunting task of writing massive grant proposals, 
mounting capital campaigns, booking artist residencies, and of course, 
creating a performance season for their company.  All of the directors 
interviewed are responsible for similar if not all of those tasks. 
 All five directors interviewed operate small nonprofit 501c3 dance 
companies or have applied for nonprofit status. They all were individual 
artists that served as performers for many different companies prior to 
creating their own, and now they serve many different roles in managing 
their own companies.  
 The directors stated they are responsible for the companies creatively, 
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artistically and administratively. Those roles require them to be responsible 
for a number of different tasks. For example Charles Anderson, director of 
‘Dance Theatre X’, talked about his roles as director. 
 “I am responsible creatively and artistically, administratively, and 
there's this third component, I am also the education outreach director...  In 
a larger dance company I suppose they would have probably have an 
education outreach department.  That is, by far, a very full-time job, so I 
find myself feeling, most days, like I'm trying to maintain 2-1/2 full-time 
jobs, meaning artistic director, development director or administrative 
coordinator, as well as college professor”. (Charles Anderson, research 
participant). 
 
 Andrew Simonet, co-director of ‘Headlong Dance Theater’, stated his 
company has three directors and two staff administrators. He describes the 
structure of the company: 
“three of us are full time directors, then a part-time managing director 
who deals with communications and external relations and we have 
the coordinator. So it’s the equivalent of four full staff members.  In 
the company the other work is divvied. One director does press, gigs 
and presenters, one does money like finances, taxes, audits, budgets I 
am responsible fund raising development work administratively and 
then the other stuff we either share or kind of divide up.” (Andrew 
Simonet, research participant).  
 
This company was the only one of the five interviewed to have a staff and 
co-directors to share responsibilities.  
 So it is clear that directors have a multiple of responsibilities 
surrounding the administration of their companies. Yet, is it impinging on 
their ability to produce the work? Does an equal amount of time get spent 
on administrative tasks and creative work? What tasks do they spend the 
most time doing? 
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 Melanie of ‘Melanie Stewart Dance’ serves as both the artistic director 
and executive. She said she divides her time evenly.   
“I divide my work about 50% art (creative) and 50% administrative.  
The company also has two college interns… “This (fundraising) is the 
largest detriment to my work as an artist …it decreases the quality 
and diminishes integrity (of the artistic work) because of split focus 
and lack of dedicated creative time.” (Melanie Steward, research 
participant). 
 
 Looking at the finances of Headlong Dance Theater in 2007, 
approximately 80% of the company’s support came from foundation and 
governmental grants or individual donations and the other 20% was earned 
income from shows and a college-based dance institute they created. They 
spend a great deal of manpower applying for anywhere between 15-20 
grants annually and are awarded less than half.  
Amy Smith, co-director of Headlong Dance Theater felt like there is 
always a struggle to manage feeling like there is enough time to create 
dance, rehearse it and get the administrative work done. One of the 
directors stated,  
“...it’s the stuff around the edges, like listening to music or reading a 
poem and thinking, this might be a great piece. Or just the there of us 
having a beer together and thinking about what our next piece might 
be. That stuff is what suffers because we spend a good portion of our 
time on administrative work” (Amy Smith, research participant). 
 
However to Amy there was not a feeling that this lack of time is directly 
linked to the demands of being a nonprofit and the demands of fundraising. 
She states: 
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“I don’t think there’s ever been a situation where we felt we couldn’t 
make a piece that we wanted to make because of some kind of 
demands from the funder…I think you’re identifying with the primary 
struggle with most single, artistic directors of small companies, which 
is ‘how can you do everything?’ It is impossible” (Amy Smith, research 
participant). 
 
 Their ability to manage administrative tasks and continue to produce 
work is linked to the fact that they have three-directors. Amy continues, “I 
think we’re fortunate to have three of us, so if one person is swamped with 
getting the grant in, someone else and I can lead rehearsal, etc. We have 
the flexibility of being three people.”   
 Charles Anderson of Dance Theater X who is waiting on 501c3 status 
approval for his company feels very different. He feels the demands of the 
administrative work; specifically grant writing impinges on every aspect of 
running his company. He seemed to feel like it bleeds into every aspect of 
his life: 
 “becoming a 501(c)3, I can't help but have the sense that it's asking 
me to become even less of a choreographer and more of a business 
person.  I see it that way because, in order to have a 501(c)3, you are 
opening it up to more people.  Even if it's only two more people, that's 
two more people that somehow or another your ability to create hinges 
on their full participation.” (Charles Anderson, research participant).   
 
 Although the company has not obtained the status yet he says he feels 
the pressures of being a nonprofit organization. Charles continues to 
explain: 
  “the catch 22 is that it is my organization, and so it (the 
responsibilities) always still fall back on me.  In the 501(c)3 models 
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(structure of organization) that I've seen, they [reinforced] also 
somewhat indicating the idea,  the assumption that….directors don't 
have anything else to do but research and write grants…and that's not 
my reality” (Charles Anderson, research participant). 
 
 Charles almost feels that dance companies are forced to use this 
model because no other options exist. Dance performances never did and 
still do not generate enough revenue to sustain any company. This is his 
only avenue to pursue the work he wants to do artistically. He also feels the 
amount of time this work requires produces the results inline with one’s 
artistic work. He states: 
 “there is no actual incentive, except for the fact that you can't have 
more money, unless you do this (become a nonprofit organization). 
And that's not an incentive, that feels like being blackmailed to go into 
a position that you're not interested in being in.  However, no one is 
giving you any other avenues to pursue the work that you, artistically, 
are invested in pursuing.  And what I mean by that is for two or three 
years, what I was getting, as a response, when I said I wasn't 
interested was, well, then you have to scale your work back.  And 
that's already problematic because it's not because my-- the artistic 
vision of the work is flawed, it's because people are looking at the 
financial realities and tell me, well, then you can't do it.  Well, then I'm 
not being asked to do my work, I'm being asked to do something for 
money” (Charles Anderson, research participant). 
 
All the participants seemed to be agreement on the fact that grant 
writing can monopolize their time and at it is hard to manage, especially if 
you are responsible for all the needs of the company’s management.  Kate 
Watson-Wallace explains she is able to manage administrative tasks or 
creative demands, but struggles to do both well. If she is working on a 
grant, rehearsing and touring, as well as performing it becomes 
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overwhelming, but directors of small nonprofit dance companies don’t 
normally have budgets that allow for staff outside of their selves.  Kate 
continues: 
“this (running a company), it is a huge challenge and it is something 
always on my mind.  When I don’t have any big shows coming up 
running the company is really nice…in periods it seems totally 
manageable… I am okay, I rehearse and then I will go to the office and 
write some grants. During show time or if I’m out of town, it is 
impossible, like I can’t do it”. (Kate Watson-Wallace, research 
participant).   
 
The time needed and exuded to find grants and apply for funding 
seems to be a huge challenge for all the participants except for the one with 
full time staff and co-directors. However, for all the participants funding is 
still connected to the bigger picture of sustainability.  In fact, when the 
participants were asked about the greatest challenges of running a small 
dance company, they unanimously responded financial sustainability.  
 Headlong directors Amy and Andrew have created a dance institutevi 
for up-and-coming dancers that generates revenue for the organization. The 
other organizations have not yet figured out how to feel like they are 
financially stable. The hope is that they will be able to eventually hire staff to 
handle administrative tasks, specifically grant writing and research which 
would free up their time to be artists and also create some type of financial 
stability for their organizations. 
Although Amy stated having three co-directors allowed her to not feel 
overwhelmed managing her company, she later described the feeling of 
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being a company director. 
 “You’re always feeling like something is suffering. You’re preparing for 
a big show to go on so you can’t finish the grant in time. Or you turn it 
in and it’s below par so you don’t get the grant. Or you decide you’re 
going to get your QuickBooksvii up to date, and then you don’t spend 
the creative energy that you need and want to spend thinking about 
your rehearsal or your next project, so you go into rehearsal without a 
lot of ideas.” (Amy Smith, research participant). 
 
Conclusion 
 The research completed on small dance companies in Philadelphia 
shows that directors are managing the demands of grant writing but at a 
cost to their creative and artistic work.  Among all participants except one 
there was a consensus that the current structure of nonprofits companies 
create a work demand around fundraising that seems almost impossible to 
maintain. Headlong Dance Theater directors seemed to be the least 
overwhelmed because they have other staff to help complete the 
administrative work and fill in gaps that would otherwise not be done. 
However, they still indicated that they feel it is impossible for one person to 
do.  
 The current management structure in which small nonprofit dance 
companies in Philadelphia operate does impinge on the artistic work of 
directors. Committing to being a nonprofit dance company comes with 
increased responsibilities and time commitment that at times can bleed over 
into the personal life of directors. There are periods that seem manageable, 
when grant writing deadlines and dance work creation or presentations are 
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not going on simultaneously, but all five directors agree it does encroach on 
creativity planning, development and/or presentation of artistic work. It 
affects the quality and integrity of the work.  
 
Recommendations 
 Based on the research completed there are a few recommendations 
that can be made. Finding an artistic partner or partners allows for shared 
responsibility and shared tasks in running an organization. Amy Smith, co-
director of Headlong Dance Theater faced few challenges meeting the 
demands of the company, which was attributed to the fact that within their 
organization there is a shared responsibility artistically and administratively. 
Amy stated: 
 “we started out as a three-way operation for artistic reasons, but it 
turned out to be the best thing we ever could’ve done for 
administrative reasons. We have strengths and weaknesses in areas 
that complement one another. I’m not as good at the other 
administrative duties and someone else takes charge of (like grant 
writing, promotions, etc…). I could do it (if she had to), but I’m not as 
good at it (as the other directors)” (Amy Smith, research participant). 
 
This structure for a company could be difficult because individual expression 
is why many become an artist and finding someone to share the same 
mission and vision could be difficult; but this would be something to 
consider. 
  Collaborations and partnerships with other organizations may be an 
idea for small nonprofit dance companies. Finding a community partner that 
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your organization can negotiate with to provide organizational resources in 
exchange for performance is a great alternative to being overworked. Many 
large or established organizations are looking for ways to connect to a 
smaller community and build their constituents. Often sponsoring a smaller 
organization is refreshing for their programming and allows a small 
organization to use their resources to become more stable. Partnerships like 
this can provide small companies with free rehearsal space, staff to do 
administrative work like scheduling, grant writing, and marketing to help 
free up time for directors and allow the creative process to flow.  
Burns (2007), author of ‘Seven Warning Signs that Something May Not 
Be Right in Your Nonprofit’ states,  
[Nonprofit] “collaboration, partnerships and yes, even merger, are 
words often mentioned by a number sources but especially, funders.  To 
some degree, there are just too many nonprofits.  To me, new 
nonprofits are often the proving ground for making headway into new 
and better, or at least different and more creative, ways to provide 
services and save the world…Funders are clear: we want outcomes and 
we want coordinated service delivery as an important approach to 
achieving outcomes.  These funders then point to the “like” services and 
say: can’t you just play together and each does what you do best and 
not duplicate?  And this question, or questions like it, precipitates the 
original point of my message.  Play together!” (Burns 2007) 
 
 
 Reaching out to the dance community in which your company is based 
is also key. There are other organizations exactly like yours and having a 
conversation with that director about challenges might prove to be very 
helpful. During this research the participants were very interested in having 
a conversation about this topic with other small dance company directors to 
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share solutions and management techniques. The Philadelphia dance 
community in particular seems to be very much open to sharing information 
to support the community.  
 The directors of small dance companies in Philadelphia that 
participated in the study are overall optimistic about growing their 
organizations or financial stability to hire staff to help with administrative 
tasks.  
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APPENDIX 
 
Philadelphia Interview Information 
Invite to participate: 
“I hope all is well with you. As you may or may not know I am completing 
my thesis for the Arts Administration program at Drexel. The focus of my 
thesis is:  "How do directors of small Philadelphia dance companies meet the 
financials demands of the organization and manage creative/performance 
demands of a professional dance company?" This is of a great deal of 
interest to me because I hit a wall trying to manage it all.  With your 
experience as a dance professional I would love to interview you for my 
study. I am conducting interviews this month and would like to know if you 
have 60 minutes in your schedule. To set up your interview please select 
from the dates and times below. If you don't find a date or time that works 
with your schedule, please send me the time and date best works for you. I 
hope to share this study to the Philadelphia dance community 
and appreciate all your help. I hope this study can generate useful data for 
all of us.  ” (Michele Byrd-McPhee) 
 
Invited to participate was: 
• Andrew Simonet- Co-director of Headlong Dance Theater 
• Amy Smith- Co-director of Headlong Dance Theater 
• Charles Anderson- Director of Dance Theater X 
• Lois Welk- Director of Dance USA Philadelphia (dance service 
organization) 
• Melanie Stewart: Director of Melanie Stewart Dance Theater 
• Tania Issac-Director of Tania Issacs’ Dance 
• Bill Bissell- Director of Dance Advance (Philadelphia Dance 
Funder) 
• Kate Watson-Wallace- Director of Anonymous Bodies 
 
Five of the invited directors accepted the invite to participate: 
 
1. Andrew Simonet- Co-director of Headlong Dance Theater 
2. Amy Smith- Co-director of Headlong Dance Theater 
3. Charles Anderson- Director of Dance Theater X 
4. Melanie Stewart: Director of Melanie Stewart Dance Theater 
5. Kate Watson-Wallace- Director of Anonymous Bodies 
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Interview Questions 
 
Each interviewee answered the following questions: 
 
1.) Is this a 501c3 dance organization? Or do you apply for grants as an 
individual? 
2.) How long has your organization been in existence? 
3.) How many salaried employees does this organization employ? Or 
freelance staff? (NOT DANCERS) 
4.) What is the structure of this organization? Who does what?  How much 
time is spent doing each? 
5.) Does your company/organization have development staff? Does the 
administrative/development staff also serve as artistic or executive 
director for the organization?  
6.) If you serve as both artistic director and administrative staff, what 
percentage of your time (weekly) is spent doing each?  
7.) In general what are the largest challenges of sustainability of your 
organization? Is dividing an issue as it relates to sustainability? Can you 
sustain the current structure? If yes or no, why & how? 
8.) If your serve as both artistic director and administrative staff, do the 
demands of fundraising infringe on or take-away-from the artistic quality 
of the work based because of time constraints? How do the demands of 
fundraising impact your work?  
9.) What is the annual budget of your organization?  
10.) What percentage of your annual budget comes from funding (not ticket 
sales revenue)?  
 Pubic/government funding  
 Foundations  
 Individual/private donors  
11.) What percentage of your annual budget comes from ticket sales 
revenue?  
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12.) What percentage of your annual budget is spent on artistic development 
and creation?  
13.) How many hours a week does the artistic director spend on creating 
work?  
14.) How many hours a week does the development/fundraising staff spend 
on development/fundraising activities?  
15.) How many grants does your organization apply for annually?  
16.) Has your company ever operated in a deficit? 
17.) Philadelphia has a funder that specifically supports dance, Dance 
Advance, does that affect challenges of administrative and creative 
demands? Has it helped your company in anyway? 
18.) What was the funding climate in Philadelphia for dance companies prior 
to dance advance? 
19.) How has the economic environment since the 1980’s (era of 
neoliberalism, rollback affected small dance organizations’ creative and 
artistic work in metropolitan areas in the US, with a particular focus on 
Philadelphia? 
20.) Have dance organizations adapted to the current financial climate of 
arts funding? If so how? If not why? 
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Definitions 
                                   
i 501c(3) nonprofit business model- Federal tax law provides tax benefits to 
nonprofit organizations recognized as exempt from federal income tax under section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code (IRC). It requires that most organizations 
apply to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) for that status. The benefits of having 
501(c)(3) status include exemption from federal income tax and eligibility to receive 
tax-deductible charitable contributions. To qualify for these benefits, most 
organizations must file an application with, and be recognized by, the IRS as 
described in this publication. Another benefit is that some organizations may be 
exempt from certain employment taxes. 
 
ii Registered dance companies-dance companies registered in Dance Magazine 
Annual, a directory which began in 1958 as a booking tool for solo performers and 
dance companies.  Annually published since 1958, it lists companies, describes the 
kind of dance they present, and gives the number of dancers in the company, the 
company's address, and the name of its choreographer(s). In recent years additional 
information has often been included, but the above data are available for every 
company listed since 1958. 
 
iii Right wing 
 
iv Culture Wars: The phrase "culture war" may have been influenced by the German 
Kulturkampf ("cultural struggle" or "struggle between cultures"; literally, "battle of 
cultures"), the campaign from 1871 to 1878 under Chancellor Otto von Bismarck of the 
German Empire against the influence of the Roman Catholic Church. The expression 
was introduced again by the 1991 publication of Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define 
America by James Davison Hunter, a sociologist at the University of Virginia. In it, 
Hunter described what he saw as a dramatic realignment and polarization that had 
transformed American politics and culture. He argued that on an increasing number of 
"hot-button" defining issues abortion, gun politics, separation of church and state, 
privacy, recreational drug use, homosexuality, censorship issues — there had come to 
be two definable polarities. Furthermore, it was not just that there were a number of 
divisive issues, but that society had divided along essentially the same lines on each 
of these issues, so as to constitute two warring groups, defined primarily not by 
nominal religion, ethnicity, social class, or even political affiliation, but rather by 
ideological world views. 
 
v A foundation is an entity that is established as a nonprofit corporation or a 
charitable trust, with a principal purpose of making grants to unrelated organizations or 
institutions or to individuals for scientific, educational, cultural, religious, or other 
charitable purposes (Foundation Center). 
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vi HEADLONG PERFORMANCE INSTITUTE is a fall semester hybrid performance 
training program in the heart of Philadelphia equivalent to a full semester of academic 
credit, granted through Bryn Mawr College. HPI faculty members include artistic 
directors from Headlong Dance Theater and Pig Iron Theatre Company, as well as 
other leaders in Philadelphia’s vibrant and internationally known dance, theater, and 
physical theater community. 
 
vii QuickBooks is Intuit Inc’s set of software solutions designed to manage payroll, 
inventory, sales and other needs of a small business. 
